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THE EVIDENCE OF GREEK PAPYRI WITH 
REGARD TO TEXTUAL CRITICISM 
| By F. G. KENYON 


FELLOW OF THE ACADEMY 


Read January 27, 1904. 


Tue object of this paper is to bring together the materials which 
up to now have been provided by the Greek papyri discovered in 
Egypt on the subject of the textual criticism of the classical authors ; 
to see what extent of evidence is now available on this topic; and to 
consider what bearing this evidence has, either on the actual state 
of our classical texts or on the methods which should be employed 
in editing them. The results of such an inquiry will, of course, need 
revision from time to time, as the mass of our materials increases ; 
but already there is sufficient evidence extant to form a reasonable 
basis for induction, and to wait until all discoveries have been 
exhausted would be to emulate the behaviour of Horace’s rustic. 
A future generation may have more athple means for forming its 
opinions ; ; but that does not exempt us fromthe duty of forming an 
opinion to-day, and of coming to provisional ' ‘conclusions on the 
evidence which is ready to our hand. 

The evidence consists of a multitude of small details, which it 
would be impossible to enumerate at length, and which relate to 
a number of different authors; but it may be possible to take each 
author in turn, to state what amount of evidence with regard to 
his text is provided by the extant papyri, and to indicate what the 
general bearing of that evidence is; and then it may be possible 

- to sum up the results and to arrive at some general conclusions 
with regard to the extent to which textual science has been affected 
by the discoveries, so numerous of late years, of Greek papyri in 
Egypt. 

The interest of the wsthiy lies, of course, in the fact that whereas 
until recently (but for a few exceptions one might say until the last 
fifteen years) our knowledge of the texts of the Greek classics 
rested upon manuscripts written upon vellum or paper between the 
tenth and fifteenth centuries of the Christian era, we now have. 
a great quantity of texts (mostly small fragments, it is true, but 
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2 PROCEEDINGS OF THE BRITISH ACADEMY 


including several manuscripts of considerable length) written between 
the third century s.c. and the fifth century a.p., which must 
necessarily throw some light on the integrity of the tradition repre- 
sented in our much later vellum MSS., and show us whether, as 
some have suspected, that tradition has been seriously corrupted 
in its transition through the comparatively dark ages of the Byzan- 
tine empire. The facts, so far as they are at present known to us, 
appear to be as follows. 

The number of published literary papyri, large and small (but 
excluding theological texts, which form a class by themselves, 
affected by different conditions), is approximately three hundred and 
fifty’. Nearly half of these*, however, contain texts not previously 
known, and consequently are of little or no use in our present 
inquiry, since we have no adequate means of estimating the accuracy 
of their tradition. There remain 189 papyri containing texts of 
authors previously extant, for which we consequently have a basis 
of comparison. The total sounds large; but it must be remembered 
that most of them are fragments containing only a few lines, and 
that, as we shall see directly, more than half of them belong to 
a single author. The basis, consequently, is not so wide as we could 
wish. It may be slightly increased, however, by the inclusion of 
a few fragments on vellum, which have been discovered with papyri 
and belong to the latter part of the same period, and consequently 
are a legitimate reinforcement of their evidence. 

To come to the individual authors. The first place is, of course, 
taken by Homer, both in date and in the number of extant papyri. 
Out of the 189 papyri of known authors enumerated above, no less 
than 109 contain portions of Homer. Of these seventy-nine contain 
portions of the Iliad, six scholia on the Iliad, twenty-two portions of 
the Odyssey, and two scholia on the Odyssey. Out of the 15693 lines 
contained in the Jliad, 6526 are extant, whole or in part, on papyrus ; 
while out of the 12110 lines of the Odyssey only 942 are so repre- 
sented. This is no unfair test of the relative popularity of the two 
works in Hellenistic times. 

The papyri of Homer fall into two classes. First there is a small 
group of manuscripts, of relatively early date, which are remarkable 

1 My enumeration gives 347 up to and including the texts in Oxyrhynchus 
Papyri, I11; other lists would no doubt differ slightly in what they include and 
what they reject. The philosophical texts among the Herculaneum papyri are 
not included. 

7-158; papyri containing scholia on known texts are reckoned among the 


known authors, since they provide evidence with regard to their texts, and are 
therefore available for our present purpose. 
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GREEK PAPYRI AND TEXTUAL CRITICISM 3 


as containing additional lines which do not form part of our common 
texts. These manuscripts are four in number, three being of the 
third century z.c. and one of the second century 8.c.; and to these 
may perhaps be added one papyrus of the second century after 
Christ (Oxy. Pap. 20) which contains a single new line in Bk. ii 
of the Iliad (after 1. 798). Of the others, the manuscript now known 
as Brit. Mus. Pap. 689a! contains indications of three new lines 
to eight old ones in Bk. viii, and shows marked variants in three 
other lines. The Petrie fragment of the eleventh book (now Brit. 
Mus. Pap. 486d) contains five new lines and omits three old ones 
in a space of thirty-six lines of our vulgate text”. A Geneva 
papyrus* of the last sixty-one lines of Bk. xi and the first nine 
of Bk. xii has nine new lines in that space and considerable altera- 
tions in five others. Finally a Bodleian papyrus‘, containing about 
seventy much mutilated lines from various parts of Bks. xxi-xxiii, 
has apparently nine new lines in that space and several noticeable 
variants. It will be observed that in all these cases of manuscripts 
containing what may be called an expanded text of Homer the 
average of additional lines is high, in three cases amounting to about 
thirteen per cent., while in the very small fourth fragment it is still 
higher. The phenomenon is not new. Ancient authors have pre- 
served in their quotations similar lines not now found in our vulgate ; 
in fact one of the lines now discovered on papyrus was previously 
known from a quotation in Plutarch. Nevertheless the discovery 
of these four fragmentary manuscripts has called fresh attention 
to the phenomenon, and has also raised our conception of the extent 


to which it prevailed. With regard to the character of the additional 


lines, this is not the place for a full discussion of them, especially 


1 Published in Grenfell and Hunt’s Greek Papyri, II. no. 2; contains portions 
of one new line before viii. 217 and two after 252. It apparently has ’Ayady 
as the last word of 217 and éraipous as the last word of 219; and in 251 it reads 
etSovro Auds répas [alyedyoto] for eidov6’, dr’ dp’ éx Ards fAvOev dpus. The new lines 
after 252 are not duplicates of lines occurring elsewhere. 

? Petrie Pap. I. 8 (4); contains JJ. xi. 502-537, with traces of additional lines 
after 504, 509, 513, 519, 528; ll. 520, 529, 530 are omitted. 

3 Published by J. Nicole, Revue de Philologie, xviii. 104; traces of additional 
lines after 795 (two), 804, 805, 807, 838, and three complete lines after 827. 

* Grenfell and Hunt, Greek Papyri, II. 6, now Bodl. MS, Gr. class. b. 3 (P) ; 
traces of additional lines after xxii. 182, 259, 262; xxiii. 160, 162, 165, 195, 
223 (two). Plutarch quotes 1. 228 with the second of these new lines, but has 
not the first. In xxi. 396 the papyrus has Tudeidn Atopnder dvwyas, in xxiii. 198 
dxa € "Ips (adopted by Monro and Allen) for the dxéa 8 "Ips of all other codd. 
There are indications of other variants, but the mutilation of the papyrus makes 
the exact readings uncertain. 
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4 PROCEEDINGS OF THE BRITISH ACADEMY 


as they have been very fully examined elsewhere, notably by Ludwich 
(Die Homervulgata als voralexandrinisch erwiesen, Leipzig, 1898). 
It will be sufficient to say that, with hardly an exception, they add 
nothing substantial to the poem, but are just such additions as 
a rhapsodist might make who was anxious to extend the bulk of his 
recitation. The papyri would seem to indicate that such expanded 
texts were not by any means uncommon in the early Ptolemaic age ; 
but they appear to have died out shortly afterwards, and practically 
disappear before the Christian era. 

Over against this small group of nonconformist MSS. stands 
the great mass of our papyri, of which it may be said, with very 
little qualification, that they contain the vulgate text of Homer, 
substantially as it is contained in the much later vellum MSS. upon 
which our knowledge of the poems rests. The large majority of the 
extant papyri are only small fragments, containing portions only 
of some twenty, thirty, or forty lines, with no variants of importance 
from the vulgate. Out of the whole total nine papyri of the Iliad 
may be selected as being of sufficient size and importance to deserve 
separate mention, and two of the Odyssey. From these we shall 
be able to obtain a fair idea of the general character of the Homeric 
texts preserved to us by the papyri. 

Brit. Mus. Pap. 1261 is a manuscript of the third century, in book 
form, containing, in its present condition, a continuous text from 
ii, 101 to iv. 40, but deliberately omitting the whole of the 
catalogue of the ships at the end of Bk. ii (as is the case in eleven 
other MSS. cited by Monro and Allen), Its text is the vulgate, very 
indifferently written in the first instance, though most of the errors 


1 Kenyon, Classical Texts from Greek Papyri in the British Museum (London, 
1891), p. 81. The more notable variants are ii. 108 vyuci for vycoiw: (corrected 
in the papyrus), 163 pera for xara (with most codd., against Aristarchus a ef gi), 
179 pera for kara (with most MSS., against Ar. h A U‘al.); the terminations of 
163 and 179 (which begin alike) are transposed; 192 ’Arpeidao for ’Arpeiwvos 
(with other MSS., against L and the Alexandrian critics), 206 om. (with most 
MSS., against abe ghq Dio Chrys.), iii. 57 eico for €ooo (with V*, against 
other MSS. and critics), 74 vaio.mer for vaiotre (with Zenodotus), 94 om. (probably 
supplied in margin), 126 dvéwaccev for éevéraccey (against all MSS.), 163 
ys for iy (with Zen. bdefgBCTal.), 165 “Apnos for ’Ayadv (alone), 
215 4 for e (with fA BT Nicanor Herodian, adopted by M. and A.), 235 
om. (with M°O*, supplied by corrector), 257 veéoOwv for véovra (corrected), 
272 om. (supplied by corrector), 349 dowidt ev for dowid evi (with b1 AG N‘V? 
V2 V15 al.), 371 dads ind Setpys for dwadnv tro Sepny (corrected), 428 mod€éuoro 
for rod¢uov, 436 Sapac6yjs for Saunns (with k A Ge L® L'* M* Mo Nt U?? V#? V15 y9 
Ve al.), 453 éxevOavev for éxevOavov. This and the other collations of papyri of 
the Iliad are made from the edition of Monro and Allen (Oxford, 1902), and the 
references to other MSS. are drawn from their apparatus criticus. 
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GREEK PAPYRI AND TEXTUAL CRITICISM 5 


have been subsequently corrected. Out of some 350 variants revealed 
by a collation in 894 lines, only about twenty deserve any considera- 
tion as representing real divergences of text. In two cases (iii, 74 
vatoimev, 163 tins) it has readings of Zenodotus. 

Brit. Mus. Pap. 186 verso? is of the first century, and contains 
portions of the third and fourth books of the Jiad. Its average of 
noteworthy readings is decidedly higher than in the last case, being 
thirteen out of 193 in 487 lines on a rough estimate. Two of these 
readings (iv. 378 82 for pa: 542 édodo’ airap for Edodaa arap, édodo’ aradp, 
or éotea av’rdp) are adopted by Monro and Allen; in the first case 
the papyrus has the support of a few later MSS., in the second it 


stands alone. 
Brit. Mus. Pap. 128% is a much more noteworthy MS. It belongs 


1 Mr. Allen’s tables (Class. Rev. xiii. 115) give a more favourable appearance to 
this papyrus, but only because he states the total number of variants as eighty-four. 
The number of really noteworthy variants given above agrees almost exactly 
with the number of variants quoted from this MS. in the apparatus criticus of 
Monro and Allen. 

? Classical Texts, p. 93. The more notable variants are iv. 15 p’om, (with h Eust. 
al.), 174 dpoupay for dpoupa, 218 8¢ for 8 ex, 303 immootvgen for irrocivg re (with o 
al.), 339 Adyouor for SdAorer, 353 Fv «’ for Ay (vulg.) or ai x’, 878 dé for pa (with 
hATal., adopted by M. and A.), 398 dvampoénxe for dpa mpoénke, 427 Sprvuvro for 
kivevro (with M'U®), 434 éorjxwow for éorjxacw (with gm A BT al.), 461 om., 
524 iméSpayer for ewedpaper, 542 ovo’ airap for édovaa ardp, éAovo’ ardp, or 
€hovea airap (alone, adopted by M. and A.). It will be observed that these 
variants are more independent, and find less support in other MSS., than most 
of those in the previous papyrus. 

5 Collation, ib. p. 100; published in full in Journal of Philology, xxi. 296- 
343. Notable variants: xxiii. 48 mesOdpeba (vulg.) is altered to reprapeda 
(raprapeba V"), 61 am for én’ (with bV™), 76 vetowat for vicopa: (with L? L' 
U’), 407 Atrnode for Aimnobov, 427 eipurépn mapekdooa (mwapeAdooes vulg., 
mapeddooas €h BBaU'V™; etpurépy mapedkdooat M. and A.), 434 €Aavvwy for 
édavvew, 444 xapdvre for kapdvra, 452 idvros for édvros (with D), axovey for 
axoveas, 523 dick’ otpa for dicxovpa (with Ba L?? Mc M™ N! N* O8 and attested by 
scholiasts), 565 om. (with bg kKABC Baetc., and Brit. Mus. Add. 17210), 593 
ararnoceas for éematr., 626 om., 640 aird& for aires (with hp CU*V? etc., 
against Aristarchus and vulg.; adopted by M. and A.), 657 av@pamoot for 
’ Apyciovow (corrected), 662 depécOw for veeobw (with cfg A BT al.), 679 O78as for 
@78acd’ (with eN*N"™ V! al.), 682 pada for péya, 707 metpnoerbe for -cOov, 721 
evxvipides "Axaol for -das "Axatods (with D N05 V1 V"* ; an ancient variant), 732 
mAnciow for mAnciot, 739 dmopoptdpevoe for -vw, 753 mepnoecOor for -cbe (with 
Zenodotus and Pe), 767 icwevos for ieuévm (with the Ambrosian Iliad, ch p DV" 
V5 V1), 773 éueddev for éueddrov, 782 Pirox for mézot, 804 om. (with many MSS.), 
815 dre for Zxe (with the corrector of U*), 821 dxwxyy for -x7 (with h A BC D U® V* 
V), 864 om. (with g Ba L” etc.), 874 iat for td, 875 péocor for perons or péeconv, 
879 Audobne for AiacGev (with the ed. Massil.), 892 om., xxiv. 28 dpxis for drys 
(with V" and var. in A), 48 ddupépevos for ddupdpevos (with cehlmnaA marg. — 
etc.), 79 emecrevaxife for éemectrovdaxnore, 119 om., 126 mapelero for xabé{ero, 177 
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6 PROCEEDINGS OF THE BRITISH ACADEMY 


to the latter part of the first century B.c., and contains the greater 
part of Bks. xxiii and xxiv. Except for one column, which has been 
written by a different hand, evidently to make good a damage to the 
roll, and which abounds with errors of transcription, the text is 
notably good and the variants are mostly intelligible. Quite a third 
of them (fifty-six out of 146) must be regarded as worthy of an 
editor’s consideration, though they may not have authority enough 
to be admitted into his text. Messrs. Monro and Allen have admitted 
three (xxiii. 427 evputepn mapeddooa for edputépn rapehacoas, 640 
avrdé. for airogu: xxiv. 604 viées for vieis); the first is known as an 
ancient variant, the last as read by Aristarchus, but neither appears 
in any other extant MS. Many other readings of this papyrus find 
a place in their apparatus criticus. The MS. is further remarkable as 
one of the earliest extant MSS. containing the critical symbols of 
Aristarchus, of which something will have to be said presently. 

Oxyrhynchus Pap. 2231, of the third century, contains about half 
of Bk. v, in a fairly correctly written text. Few of its variants 
(perhaps nineteen) are of some substantial interest. Four lines are 
omitted (42, 57, '75, 126), in two cases with support from other MSS. 
Two readings (31 rétxeo.BAjjra by second hand, 227 émPSyjcopat) are 
those of Zenodotus, one (293 éfeAv6n) of Aristarchus. In other 
respects it is a somewhat undistinguished vulgate text. 

Tebtunis Pap. 47, belonging to the end of the second century B.c., 
and containing 116 lines of Bk. ii, is an even earlier example of a MS. 
with Aristarchan critical symbols than Brit. Mus. Pap. 128. Its 


otos for ofov (with G), 179 7 xe for 73é (with A corr. D L'® M°T), 215 wpés for mpd 
(with Bankes pap.,ehmnuD al.), 240 émeort for éveort, 265 mavres for marpds, 
387 dvOparev for roxnwy, 421 én’ for év (with Bankes pap., c efietc.), 512 crevaxy 
for crovaxy (with Zen.), 515 avrixa 8’ ex for aitix’ dro, 518 doxeo for avoxeo (with 
LY M' Ut V"), 567 mvAdr for dupdwy, 571 [éci]ynoev for ecer, 604 viées for vicis 
(adopted by M. and A.; Aristarchus has both), 698 om. (with Bankes pap. 
aflAal.), 697 dyov for pépov (with h A L'® M®), 704 “Exropa dSiov for “Exrop’ 
idvres, 724 inmoddauoo for avdpopévoo (with Bankes pap., ce mx N? V? al.). 

1 Grenfell and Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Il. Notable variants: 16 6 for 3’, 
31 recxeoBAjra (second hand) for -Ajra (with Zenodotus, Macrobius, L*‘ L*), 
42 om. (with ABC EtT V” V*), 43 réxrovos (first hand) for Myovos, 57 om. (with 
eABCD al.), 75 om., 104 66a oxnoecba for 516 avoxnoecba (with gkGe 
U® al.), wévos for Bedos (with Ge), 118 rév dé ré pw’ for Sos dé ré p’ (an old variant), 
126 om., 128 y.wocxors for yeyyooxys, 132 Sovpt for xadxo (corrected), 141 réravrat 
for xéxvvrat, 178 dro for én (corrected), 200 Tpaecow ava for Tpwecot xara, 205 
éuedrev for euehdov (with b ABD al.), 227 émBnooua for droB- (with Zenodotus, 
begC, against Aristarchus), 234 moOéovres for -vre (with ac fh D Ve al.), 293 
efehvdn for e€eovdn (with Aristarchus, bgilABVe al., against Zenodotus ; 
adopted by M. and A.). 

* Grenfell and Hunt, Tebtunis Papyri. 
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textual variants are very few. In one case its first hand agrees with 
Aristarchus (133 “IAvov), and it is in accord with Aristonicus in 
obelizing 1. 124. It also omits 1. 206. 

Oxyrhynchus Pap. 4451, of the latter part of the second century, 
contains portions of Bk. vi, with a rather high average of noticeable 
variants. It has the Aristarchan critical symbols, and in its readings 
shows rather more traces of the influence of Aristarchus than usual ; 
but its extent is small (only 114 lines), so that its evidence does not 
amount to much. 

The papyrus known (from its discovery at a time when papyri were 
still so rare as to have the name of their discoverer attached to them) 
as the Harris Homer (Brit. Mus. Pap. 107)? contains the greater 
part of Bk. xviii in a hand of the end of the first century. Its text 
is the vulgate, with many mistakes‘ by the first hand, subsequently 
corrected. Substantial variants are very few, only some eighteen, of 
which six consist of the omission of lines. 

The Bankes Homer (Brit. Mus. Pap. 114)%, somewhat later in 


1 Grenfell and Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, III. Notable variants: vi. 128 
ovpavor, apparently, for ovpavod (with Aristarchus, ad q al.), 187 émepxopere for 
dvepx- (Ar., vulg.), second hand arepy-, which is an ancient variant, 464 reOynora 
for reOvera (with Aristarchus and some MSS.), 478 Biny dya@év re for Biny 7 
dyaOdy (ancient variant, with cehC DT al.), 493 maou padiora 8 épot for maow 
épot d€ uddiora, 494 xetpt mayein for paidipos “Exrwp (corrected), 523 dX’ dxéwy for 
GAAG Exo. 

2? Thompson and Warner, Ancient Manuscripts in the British Museum, pt. i 
(Greek), p. 1. Notable variants: 33 yewpds for xeipas, 47 v6 dpa jy for évba 3 
énv, 63 ope for ioun (with M?M! N*U" V0; adopted by M. and A.), 124 adiwa 
for ddwov (with A corr. rM’® V4, against Aristarchus), 127 ©éris xara Sdxpv 
xéovoa for bea Céris dpyvpdémefa, 188 éjos for éoio (with i, variant in A), 200-1 
om., 357 Bodm for Bodms (with i ACV! al.), 373 pev for yap (corrected), 376 
dicovra for ducaiar’ (with egik] al.), 381 om. (with A L’° L” etc.), 427 om. (with 
ir GeV”, Brit. Mus. Add. 17210), 441 om. (with some ancient authorities), 459 
om. (corrected), 508 om. (corrected), 550 BactAjoy for Babvdntov (with Louvre 
Pap. 3 bis, AB CG Geal.; adopted by M.andA.), 552 wirrev for rirrov, 617 revxea 


xaha pépovea rap’ ‘Hdaicroto avaxros for revyea pappatpovta map’ ‘Hdaicroo pépovca 


(with iL? N¢T V" V¥), 


3 Ib., p. 6 (description) ; collation by G. C. Lewis in Philological Museum, 1832, 
p- 177. Notable variants: 209 more for oft, 214 7 for € (ancient variant), 215 
mpos for mpo (with B. M. Pap. 128, eh mn al.), 231 eva for cadd (with efhiA 
BCal.; adopted by M. and A.), 240 éori for éveort (with hiV' al.), 241 dvdcec@’ 
(second hand) for dvécac6’ (Ar. Apoll. lex.) or otver® (vulg.), 292 édy for raxdy 
(ancient variant), 344 om., 376 pévos for déyuas, 897 8 eps for dé por, 413 7de for 
jas (with eh m pD al.), 486 papevew for cvdevew, 479 mardopdvovs (second hand) 
for avdpopdvovs, 492 podrdvra for idvra (with cghal.), 521 efevapiée for -Ea 
(with g), 526 dxvupevos for -vovs (with eh AD N*V"; adopted by M. and A.), 


544 paxdpwr (second hand) for Mdxapos (with h L?° V! V!° Dio Prus. Plut.), 546 


ro for ray (with ¢ pBaN!TV'V® al.), 558 om. (with bDGfTV? al.), 578 
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date than the last named, and containing the greater part of 
Bk. xxiv, has a rather more important text. Monro and Allen 
accept three of its readings (231 Aeukd for xadd, 526 axvuperors for 
axvuevous, 642 Aavxavins for Aevkavins : in all these cases the papyrus 
has the support of several other MSS.), and quote twenty-nine more 
in their apparatus. 

Last among the more notable papyri of the Iliad may be mentioned 
the MS. containing the greater part of Bks. xiii and xiv, originally 
discovered and edited by Mr. A. S. Hunt, now Brit. Mus. Pap. 
7821, It is probably of the end of the first century. Its text is 
normally vulgate, but it contains a considerable number of sub- 
stantial variants, in nearly all of which it has the support of some 
among the later vellum MSS. In two cases it supports readings which 
Monro and Allen prefer to the vulgate (xiii. 190 dpégaro for axdvrice, 
xiv. 181 (évn... dpapvin for dvnv ... apapviav). In three cases it is 
in agreement with Aristarchus, and twice with Zenodotus, but it 
cannot be said that its evidence is of any one marked type or family. 
It is observable that its variations seldom coincide with those of the 
sixth-century palimpsest in the British Museum (Add. MS. 17210). 

Of the Odyssey only two papyri deserve special mention, and even 
they are not as extensive as the Jliad manuscripts which have just 


évecorpov for évééarou (with h DT V1 A marg.), 595 as for doo’, 642 Aavxavins for 
Aevxavins (with eh A B Gf N*T al. ; adopted by M. and A.), 673 avrod for avrdé:, 
693 om. (with B. M. Pap. 128, afletc.), 724 immoddpoo for avdpoddvoto (with 
B. M. Pap. 128, cemrN'V'V® al.), 740 mepi for xara, 759 xaramepyy for 
katérepvev (with ch, variant in A), 760 éyetpe for dpive (with p L’° M? M'? 0%), 770 
nev (second hand) for aiei (with h p V"®), 790 om. (with bee gABa etc.), 802 
ouvayeipapevor for ovvayetpopevor (with ef gh etc.). 

1 Hunt, Journal of Philology, xxvi. 25. Notable variants: xiii. 42 ’Ayaiovs 
for Axaav (withadefhADTetc.), 77 67 xai pot for viv cai éuol, 166 [Evv]enxe 
for fuvéake or fuvénfe (Zen.), 190 dpéEaro for dxdyrice (with b A BCD etc.; 
adopted by M. and A.), 209 xydea redxer for Knde’ érevyer, 230 dé for re (with B. 
M. Add. 17210, i etc.), 234 xev for ris, 245 evt for mept (with Zen. and Aristoph.), 
255 om. (with Ar., apparently, B. M. Add. 17210, dAB CD etc.), 301 ’Equpou 
for -ovs, 316 om. (with ABBaCDM!tTV*¥*V™), 318 xeivw for xeivwr (with o L* 
U? V?V° etc., against Ar.), 327 xat for ris, 349 ddeooa for dréoba (with cd@hik 
BCetc.), 358 of for rot or rw (with Ar. (?), ck D al.), 408 r7 p’ for 77, 480 om., 
464 dvdpi for earl, 485 oundixin for oundixin (with Ar. ABGHL*L*® TV"), 543 
éxhivev for éxdivOn, 565 yain for yains (with fhiB Cetc.), 584 duapryrny for dpu- 
(with B Ba V™, ancient variant), 594 ex 3° dpa réfov for ev 5’ dpa rf, 668 xepoiv 
for ynvoty, xiv, 168 rév for rv (with m N'N? N‘etc.), 172 éavd for édave (with 
Athenaeus and schol. B), 181 (avnv... dpapuin for -nv...-av (Cava... dpapvin 
M. and A., with Ar.h AB corr. U*), 235 rei6eo for reidev (with f etc.), 420 om. 
(with Ambrosian Iliad, A L’ L§ N‘ V1 V8 V"), 437 dwepaocey for dméueccev (with 
Zen., g ABCD etc., against Ar.), 453 paxpa BiBacdr for paxpdy dias (with 
filetc.), 474 xepadjy for yevenv. 
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been described. Brit. Mus. Pap. 2711 is a beautifully written 
fragment of the third book, belonging to the first century. It is 
accurately written, with a few noteworthy readings and some marginal 
scholia, in which occur the names of Ammonius, Apion, Zenodotus, 
and perhaps Herodorus. Two of its readings were previously known 
only from scholiasts, and one was the reading of Aristarchus. An 
obelus is prefixed to eight lines. 

Oxyrhynchus Pap. 448? contains nearly 400 lines of Bk. xxii, with 
a few of xxiii, in a hand of the third century. It has a good text, 
with few blunders, but with only about a dozen noticeable variants, 
and those of no special importance. 

All the remaining mass of Homeric papyri may be ignored, as 
consisting of fragments too small to be important for our present pur- 
pose, save that they confirm the impression already established by the 
larger manuscripts in favour of the universal prevalence of the vulgate 
text of Homer in the period from which they are drawn. One other 
feature of the papyri, however, remains to be mentioned, namely the 
occurrence in them of the critical symbols used by Aristarchus, Five 
papyri are as yet known which contain these symbols. The earliest, 
Tebtunis Pap. 4, of the end of the second century 3.c., has three 
examples of the obelus, and one each of the dumAq mepreotiypévn, 
avrictyya, and asterisk with obelus. About a century later, Brit. 
Mus. Pap. 128 has eleven cases of the d:7A7 and one asterisk. The 
finely written MS. of Zhad ii discovered by Petrie at Hawara, and 
now in the Bodleian Library, has as many as twenty-one examples of 
the di7Aqn, ten of the dimAH Tepteottywevyn, and seven of the obelus. 
Oxyrhynchus Pap. 445 has ten examples of the d:7A7, four of the 
asterisk, and one of the dvriotyya. Finally the British Museum Odyssey 


1 Journal of Philology, xxii. 288. Notable variants: iii. 290 rpodéovro 
for rpodéevra (with Aristarchus, apparently, and with Apion and Herodorus, 
according to the scholium in this papyrus), 443 xepoi (Herodorus and schol. H) 
for xetpi, 469 woipeéva (first hand, with several MSS., followed by Ludwich) for 
rotuén (second hand, vulg.), 472 évowoxoetrres for oivoxoetvres (with F T, ancient 
variant), 479 dv for ev (with TH), 487 om., 490 6 8¢€ rois map geina O7jxev (first 
hand, with P J K H? M®) for 6 8 dpa éevita ddxey (second hand, vulg.), 493 om. 
(so Ludwich and many MSS.). The obelus is prefixed to ll. 321, 396, 400, 458, 
461, 472, 484, 486. 

2 Grenfell and Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, II. Notable variants : xxii. 37 re 
for dé (with U Eust.), 44 om. (with most MSS.), 128 évrés éeioa for et dpapvia 
(with U X Eust.), 130 éorear’ for éoraar’ or other forms (with G H P, followed by 
Ludwich), dyyovd ras for ayy’ avris, 192 om. (with most MSS.), 251 py 8’ for ui, 
255 éexédevoe for -evev (with X), 274 rav 8° for trav, 278 axpny for dxpov (with 
U X Eust.), 287 [roA]u[xéproue] apparently for Pidoxéprope (with M), xxiii. 192 
éppa re\eoa for opp’ éréAeaoa. 
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Papyrus (Pap. 271) has the obelus in eight places. It must be 
observed, however, that none of these papyri gives anything like a full 
representation of the critical apparatus of Aristarchus. We know 
more about his criticism from our previous sources of information, 
and the papyri, interesting though they may be as showing the 
system in actual operation, add little that is substantial to our 
knowledge of the subject. 

To sum up with regard to the Homeric poems in general, since 
their textual history is necessarily on a different footing from that 
of the other classical writers, it may be said broadly that the papyri 
have introduced no new element into the discussion, though they have 
emphasized certain points in connexion with it. They have called 
fresh attention to the fact of the existence of divergent texts in the 
early Ptolemaic period, but they have done nothing to show that 
these texts were either authentic or important. For the rest, they 
show (if proof were needed) that the vulgate text of Homer, as 
previously known from the mediaeval vellum MSS., goes back sub- 
stantially in the same form as far as our evidence takes us. On the 
other hand, the minor families into which the vellum MSS. can be 
divided! are not found in existence in the papyri, and consequently 
it may fairly be concluded that the archetypes from which they are 
derived are of later date than the papyrus period. With regard to 
Alexandrian criticism, the papyri tell us practically nothing. None 
of them contains a text which can be identified with that of Aris- 
tarchus or any other known critic, and it is only comparatively rarely 
that any of the special readings associated with the Alexandrian 
critics find support in them. All that we have at present is a con- 
siderable accession of witnesses which have to be taken into considera- 
tion along with those previously known, not substantially different in 
character, not equal in character to the text of the vellum MSS., 
though presenting a certain number of readings which are at least 
possible, and in some cases probable. 

The other classical authors will not need such lengthy treatment. 
Hesiod, who comes next in point of time, is represented by only four 
papyri. One of these, a manuscript of the fourth century in the 
Rainer collection at Vienna’, is of considerable length, containing 

1 For these see especially T. W. Allen, Classical Review, 1899, p. 110 seqq. 

2 Published by Wessely and Rzach in the former's Studien zur Palaeographie 
und Papyruskunde, I (1901). Notable variants: Works 252 yuo for piprot, 260 
om., 262 rapkXivwor for -vovor (with BS), 278 éori per’ avrois for eoriv ev atrois 
(with Plut., Sext. Emp., Aelian), 293 airés for airé (with Aristotle, Aristides, 


etc., followed by editors), 310 om. (with M, Proclus and Stobaeus), 325-6 om., 
357 xai for kav (with M ZB QV Stob.), doin for dan (with Proclus and some MSS.), 


YMEGAIA BAITiXa ANT FO 2OVIGASOORT Of 
od jeort MH eanalg Highs at woleda odd emt (ITS gh) surreal 


ete oth guddtyee eovig, Pega oe {f w enon tadd xorowed ,bovssedo 
worl oft sndirudetA to adeonge lesithe oat to nakiaduonanyes 
witectd Yo wats BHONTRL BIO met welvitix cid ioxle ooo 
eft points of ad vaus yeas dbyperoetd paris Seswsat FHYG KG ads bas 
uso od jsilesdetion ot, ind? obf8t Ode woliseqo lurtos ai soaiey 
dnojdaa oft Yo oyhelwoud 

sonia jaerey af aingcry JTTemrO H odit @ Seaapn sttiw . wT 
dnd? mol guitoct inodhtih a ae ‘isenagoon at cradeid -. 
ayan eis tadd vihmeosd bins od Yount Si gnaw asa ga we 
wad ya! daued? soiemmsih od} obnt Inswale wou or mochenen ne 
balice weal yodT i diw wolxanaoo oi sisiog | aes 
adi at zhcet daxgievib to wastaine ad pre om “% 
dnd) worn of gouiden act srnd yet sud 
wor tage at wit Jeane © vidsrodldes 

o ee to al singly ads 


one hy ae bain viloadl M dw} soo 018 Pod one . vile 
feu OORDS hina auttoor'S dttw) ud a vo US Me ditw) de toh ies ° (a8 





GREEK PAPYRI AND TEXTUAL CRITICISM 11 


fifty-six lines of the Theogonia, 247 of the Works, and seventy of 
the Shield. The text is good, with little substantial variation from 
the vulgate. It contains hardly any important new readings, but it 
generally supports the better class of MSS. In some cases, however, 
it contains obviously erroneous readings which reappear in the later 
MSS., and thus shows the antiquity of these errors. Two modern 
conjectures are confirmed (Shield 15 ovd€ ot je with Hermann, 432 
€Adeuev with Nauck); but the rest, which are numerous enough, are 
unsupported, 

Of the smaller fragments, one at Geneva’, which appears to be 
also of the fourth century, contains thirty-eight lines of the Works, 
but is remarkable as having traces of four lines before 1. 174 which 
are not in our other MSS. It is on record that 1. 169 and the lines 
following it (xal rovs fms) were condemned in antiquity as spurious ; 
and Weil now ingeniously suggests that the condemnation really 
applied to these lines of the Geneva fragment. This would account 
for their presence in the papyrus and for their disappearance from 
later MSS.; though it must be admitted that in the case of Homer 
the condemnation of critics proved singularly powerless to effect the 
expulsion of suspected lines from the current texts. It is unfortunate 
that this part of the poem is not preserved in the Rainer papyrus. 

The Theogonia is represented by forty imperfect lines in the 
British Museum?, and seventy-one at Paris*. Both MSS. are 


688 &s dyopevw for dao’ or ds ao ay. (with BA Q GE Mm’), 788 dire 8 6 ye for 
giréee S€ re or xe, 793 om., 812 yap & 7 ye for ydp & Wide, K.r.A., 818 Edxepeva for 
elpipevat: Shield 15 ovd€ of for ov ydp of (conjectured by Hermann), 432 éAéépev 
for €dOciv (conjectured by Nauck), 434”Apeos gory for éorn”Apnos, 461 capxds for 
oaxos (with AH FOV): Theog. 631 is placed before 630, 811 ya\xeos is confirmed 
against the Adivos of some MSS. The collation is with Rzach’s apparatus ; and 
cf. the remarks of Rzach on the readings of the papyrus, op. cit., pp. 11-16. 

1 Nicole, Revue de Philologie, xii. 118. Notable variants: 157 om., 174 
aShedrov for Sfechov (with BLO), 176 wavovrat for maveovrat, 210-1, condemned 
by Aristarchus, are retained, 215 atrov for airis. ' 

2 Kenyon, Rev. de Phil. xvi. 181; contains Il. 210-238, 260-270. In 1. 228 
the papyrus appears to have had payas re pdvous 7’ for pdvous re paxas tr’. 

* Wilcken, Sitzungsb. d. Berl. Akad., 1887, p. 807; contains ll. 75-145. 
Notable variants : 80 4 yap xai with MSS. against Stobaeus (7 pev yap), 83 e€pany 
for aotdnv (with O and schol. against other MSS. , Stob., Aristides), 84 oi 5€ re for of 
dé vv (with Arist. and Themist.), 87 aid xe for aia re (supporting a conjecture 
of Peppmiiller against the MSS., Stob., Arist.), 91 épyépevoy 8 av’ aydva for 
épxspevoy & ava dorv (with schol. Ven. B on Homer), eicopdwow for idoxovrat 
(with Plutarch), 98 roin for oid re (supporting conjecture of Guiet), 102 dvadpo- 
avvewy for dvappovéwy (with MC), 111 om. (with Hippolytus), 112 adevos (with 
MSS., against Hippolytus’ orépavov), 116 iro (with MSS., against Aristotle’s 
mavtwv), 127 xadinrn for -rot (with C V O and schol. on Pindar), 141 revfdy re for 
revEavre (with M corr.). 
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assigned to the fourth or fifth century. The only noteworthy variant 
in the first-named is the name ’Qxupény for ’Qxuzérnvy in line 267, 
which appears to have some support from Apollodorus. The 
Paris MS. has some interesting readings, sometimes agreeing with 
ancient quotations and sometimes opposing them. 

The next author to be mentioned is Solon, in whose case the most 
notable example of a certain correction of a false reading has taken 
place. This, as is well known, occurs in the British Museum papyrus 
of the ’A@nvafwy Todirefa of Aristotle, which contains twelve lines 
previously known from quotations in Plutarch, two which appear 
also under the name of Theognis, and twenty-seven known from 
Aristides (of which one occurs also in Plutarch), The number of 
discrepancies between the papyrus and the MSS. of these other authors 
is somewhat considerable. In five cases the papyrus is certainly 
wrong while the others are right; in one instance both are wrong; 
in four cases the decision might be doubtful, though the much greater 
age of the papyrus is in its favour; and in eight cases the papyrus is 
certainly right. Three of these are small corrections which had been 
already made by modern critics; the rest are new. The most notable 
is of course the reading rots &’ dvayxains two xpetods puydvras in place 
of the unintelligible xpnopdv A€yovras, which commentators had 
striven in vain either to explain or to emend. One modern critic had 
hit upon the right sense and half the right reading (Sitzler, dpnopov 
gvydvtas), but only to be contemptuously dismissed by Bekker in his 
standard edition of the remains of Solon. The whole episode of 
these Solonian verses is very instructive as to the value and limitations 
of modern textual criticism. 

Passing on to the Athenian dramatists, Aeschylus is unrepresented 
except by two small fragments which may possibly come from lost plays, 
but which are of no use for our present inquiry. Of Sophocles 
only one papyrus is known (Oxyrhynchus Pap. 22), containing 
twenty-four lines from the Oedipus Tyrannus, in a hand of the fifth 
century. It shows two variants from the received text which are 
possible but not necessary, while it also has one certainly erroneous 
reading, which is consequently shown to be of relatively early date. 
Euripides, as might be expected, is better represented, but only to the 
extent of five small fragments of papyrus, and four vellum leaves of the 
sixth century which may be classed with them. The plays concerned 
are the Medea, Orestes, Hippolytus, and Phoenissae. The Medea 


1 Grenfell and Hunt, Oxryrhynchus Papyri, I. The readings are 376 pe. . . ye 
gov (with all MSS., but certainly wrong), 378 rod for cov, 430 ad for ov 
(corrected). 
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fragment ', though exceptionally early, being from the first half of the 
second century 8.c., is full of blunders and quite worthless. Of the two 
scraps of the Orestes”, one is remarkable as being accompanied by musical 
notes, but neither has any substantial departure from the received 
text. The Hippolytus* also, though much more extensive, consisting 
as it does of four consecutive leaves, containing about 270 lines, shows 
no important variants. The Phoenissae fragment, which contains thirty- 
five lines, and is of the third century, is more interesting *. In three 
cases it has readings which may be accepted as correct, where the 
later MSS. are unmetrical; one of these corrections had been 
anticipated by Porson, another partially by Musgrave. In two cases 
it shares unmetrical readings with the later MSS. Twenty-three more 
lines of the Phoenissae are preserved on a wooden tablet, evidently 
intended for use in school, and having on its other side a portion of 
the lost Hecalé of Callimachus®. ‘The writing is of the fourth 
century, and the text is generally identical with the vulgate. In one 
case (1104 vnicrats) it has a form which modern editors have preferred 
to that of our later MSS.; in another (1132 Bd6pwr) it confirms a 
generally accepted emendation of Kirchhoff. On the whole it must 
be said with regard to Euripides that the evidence as yet extant is 
small, but that, so far as it goes, it confirms the received text. 

Of the known plays of Aristophanes no portion is extant on 
papyrus, but a vellum fragment which is said to be not later than 
the sixth century contains fifty-six lines of the Birds®. In three 


? Weil, Monuments grecs (1879). 

? Wessely, Mitth. aus d. Sammlung d. Papyrus Erzherzog Rainer, V. 65 ; Nicole, 
Rev. de Philologie, xix. 165. 

* A. Kirchhoff, Monatsberichte d.k. Akademie d. Wissenschaften zu Berlin, 1881, 
p- 982; contains ll. 242-459, 466-487, 492-515. The only substantial variants 
are 302 ro for rav, 430 wy mpocopOeiny for pnror opOeinv, and 510 dpre 8 4AGe for 
HrAGe 8 apr. 

* Grenfell and Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Il. 224, containing Phoen. 1017- 
1043, 1064-1071. Notable readings: 1019 mrepotoca (correct spelling) for the 
mrepovoa of the MSS. (again in 1042), 1022 wodvdopos (i.e. -POopos), rodvarovos for 
movcrovos modvpbopos (some MSS. wodvpoxbos), 1023 putomdpbevos for -ov (with 
some MSS.), 1085 écrévakay for eorévafov, 1036 inunov Boar (giving correct metre) 
for insov Boar (ijsoy Body Body Grotius, edd.), 1038 dAXov for GAN’ (unmetrical, but 
with all MSS.), émardrvge for -vfe, 1040 axa for laya (giving correct metre; aya 
Musgrave), rodeos for moAews (confirming Porson’s conjecture and restoring 
metre), dpaviceey (with MSS., but metre requires adavice:’). 

5 Weinberger, Mitth. aus d. Sammlung d. Pap. Erzherzog Rainer, V. 74; 
contains Phoen. 1097-1107, 1126-11387. Besides the readings mentioned above 
it has 1101 évryqWav for -Wev, 1130 atdnpoverov for -os, 1136 vdpav for Udpas. 

6 Weil, Revue de Philologie, xiii. 179 (1882); contains Birds 1057-1085, 1101- 
1127. 
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places (1069 probably daxera may Scazep, 1078 draydyn, 1080 zaor 
om.) it has probably correct readings where our existing texts were 
unmetrical; in the first two of these cases modern editors had 
anticipated it. Otherwise it supports the vulgate as against modern 
corrections (e. g. in reading ot in 1063, and in confirming zpédoyos in 
the scholion to 1113 as explanation of zpyyopedv, wherein it agrees 
with our best MSS. and with Suidas); but the sample is too small 
to allow of any far-reaching conclusions. 

Passing from the dramatists to the historians, Herodotus is only 
represented by three small fragments of the first book, of which only 
one contains readings of any value!. With Thucydides the case is 
different, since we have six fragments of his History, one of which 
is of considerable importance. This is the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 
(no. 16) of the fourth book (cc. 36-41) edited by Mr. Hunt and now 
in the Bodleian*. The text, which is of the first century, has been 
rather extensively corrected, and as corrected is of good quality. It 
has some ten or twelve substantial variants which deserve considera- 
tion ; no less than eight of them have been adopted by Hude in his 
recent edition, and seven in that of Mr. Stuart Jones. One of these 
improvements, which removes an anacoluthon by the omission of a 
ér1, had been proposed by some editors. ‘The proportion of new and 
good readings is higher than usual; but all consist of small altera- 
tions, and the papyrus lends no support to the theory of extensive 
corruption by means of the incorporation of ascripts and marginalia 
which has found favour with some editors of the classics, and especially 
in the case of Thucydides. That some of the roughnesses of his 
style may be due to the errors of copyists is possible, and even 
probable; but that any wholesale corruption of his text has taken 


1 Oxyrhynchus Papp. 18 (parts of I. 105-106) and 19 (part of I. 76), and a 
Munich papyrus (I. 115-116) published by Wilcken in the Archiv fiir Papyrus- 
Sorschung, 1.471. The latter, which is assigned to the first or second century, has 
the following variants: ¢. 115 és rovro eiva: for elvat és rovro, Tovrou eivexey for 
elvexa rovde, Cc. 116 cone for éoner (against MSS., but the correct form, conjectured 
by Stein), airots (with most MSS., as against éwurdv, which is generally adopted 
as giving an easier sense), ¢AevOepi@répy for éXevOepwrépy (supporting a conjecture 
of Portus). 

2 Oxyrhynchus Pap. 16. Notable variants: c. 37 dr: om. (so Stephanus 
and some edd., against MSS.), «ef BovAovra for ef BovAowro, dvoxwyijs (second 
hand) for dvax-, 38 2eEev for freye, of before Aak. om., Ty Nyepay om., diedocav 
for dediSocay or edidsocay (with KN), 39 of before ev r7 yyw om. (with f), cirds 
ris for ciros, 40 xayaOot joay for kdyafoit. Hude accepts all of these except the 
last and the omission of rij jyépay. Mr. Stuart Jones accepts nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 
9, and also oradaia (the reading of the corrector of the papyrus) for cradia at the 
end of c. 38. 
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place is not only not probable but may almost be considered now to. 
be disproved. The same conclusion is indicated by another Oxyrhyn- 
chus papyrus of the first century, containing parts of two chapters 
of the second book?. This exhibits two probable readings for which 
there is other MS. evidence (91 pos rhv for és thy, ib. cxodoa for 
tcxovear), and one new reading (duvvovmevat for -vor) which removes 
an anacoluthon and which may consequently be accepted without 
demur. Otherwise the text is normal. 

Oxyrhynchus Pap. 452, of the second or third century, containing 
part of iv. 87, has three new readings (mAclorous for mAelous, tprov 
for zp@rot, and defurvyorov for didiov), the last of which cannot be 
explained as a scribe’s error, but must be an example of that 
phenomenon which is so often imagined and so rarely proved, the 
intrusion of a scholium. In this instance the reading of the vulgate is 
probably to be preferred to that of the papyrus, in which case the 
intrusion did not succeed in corrupting the main current of tra- 
dition. The three remaining Thucydides fragments* are of no 
importance. 

Xenophon is represented by eight papyri, two of which (Oxy. Papp. 
28 and 226) may be dismissed at once as unimportant. The other 
six all have some points of interest. A fragment of the IIdépo at 
Munich ® of the second century has one good reading (olxeto@a: for 
®xjjc8ar) which modern editors, though in search of an emendation, 
had failed to find, and one error (ody for dv) which was perpetuated 
into the Middle Ages. Oxyrhynchus Pap. 227, of the first century, 
contains portions of five columns of the Oeconomica (viii. 1'7-ix. 2), 
and has a few probable new readings*, besides some variants in 
mutilated passages, which cannot be satisfactorily deciphered. The 
papyrus also contains some unquestionable errors. In one place, 
where all the later MSS. are corrupt, it confirms a conjecture by 
Schneider which had not met with general acceptance. 

Oxyrhynchus Pap. 463, the sole representative of the Anabasis, 


- contains portions of seven columns in a hand of the second or third 


1 Oxyrhynchus Pap. 225; contains parts of II. 90-91. 

2 Oxyrhynchus Papp. 17 (II. 7-8), 451 (Il. 73-74), 453 (VI. 32), all of the 
second or third century. 

5 Wilcken, Archiv, I. 473; contains Idpa I. 5-6. 

4 viii. 17 dpoiws for suas, 19 adda Kopds for Grd’ 6 Kop ds Grit, 20 75n mov 
om., mavtwv tovray for rovrwy, 21 épny (after efeorw) om., 22 dravra om., 
xaorov keirat for Keira, ix. 2 ris ye olxias for ris oixias (ye inserted elsewhere 
conjecturally by Cobet and others), motxiAwact moddots for moixidpact, atrd, 
(apparently) for airé rovro, ¢» éxaot@ for éxaorw (confirming Schneider's emen- 
dation of the certainly corrupt MSS.). 
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century. This text is of sufficient extent to allow of a comparison 
with the families into which the mediaeval manuscripts fall, with 
the result that the papyrus is found to agree six times with the 
Paris MS. (C), which is regarded as being the best, against the 
inferior MSS., but also six times with the inferior MSS. against 
C and its allies. In these cases the truth probably lies with the 
inferior MSS. (in four instances Gemoll had already adopted their 
readings), the conclusions to which we are directed being thus: first, 
that the papyrus has a relatively good text; secondly, that it is 
prior in date to the division into families observable in the vellum 
MSS. ; and thirdly, that among these vellum MSS. the truth is not 
always to be found with the family which modern editors have agreed 
to regard as superior. 

A Vienna papyrus of the Cyropaedia®, of the second century, is 
notable for its large apparatus of scholia giving alternative readings. 
Many of these were already known to us as variants occurring in 
one or other of our existing MSS. The text of the papyrus also 
shows a considerable number of new readings, though none very 
revolutionary. Like the Anabasis MS. just mentioned, it does not 
range itself uniformly with any, of the families into which our later 
MSS. are divided. 


Another papyrus of the Rainer collection, of the third century, 
is the longest Xenophon papyrus hitherto discovered, consisting of 


? Grenfell and Hunt, Oxy. Pap. III. p. 119; contains Anab. VI. vi. 9-24. 
The collation gives the following readings: § 10 édéxeu rd mpaypa elva for rd 
mpaypa éddxer (A BCE) or eddxet rd mpaypa éxeivo (vulg.), 15 rt (with BC E) for 
rivos (vulg.), guavrod (E vulg.) for éavrod (A BC), 17 «irev Ayacias (with A BC 
E) for ’Ayacias eiwev (vulg.), 18 éxddré pe (with edd.) for éxdére pe (A BC E) or 
éxdare (vulg.), 6 re (with ABCDEFH) for 4 (cett.), modeyeire (with ABC E) 
for rodepire (vulg.), ca{ecde (vulg.) for cd{oude (A BC), ro for dra (D FHI 
KTZ), drov (ABC E) or dry (cett.), wévroe por (with ABCD EHIKL) for pévro 
(cett.), 20 xeAevouor (vulg.) for exéAevoe (A BCE), etre (vulg.) for ei rs (ABC E), 
kai (with O) for 7 xai (vulg.), 22 oida aipeOévta (apparently, with A BC E) for aip, 
oda (vulg.), 24 iryes  GdAos res (vulg.) for Fy7 Gros F ris (ABC E), cal pi (vulg.) 
for 7) cat (A BCE). 

? Wessely, Mitth. aus d. Sammlung d. Pap. Erzherzog Rainer, VI. 81; contains 
V. ii. 3-iii. 26, with mutilations. Notable readings: ii. 4 apparently om. ¢ 
mov in alpéaipov ro reixos, 25 Aé~are for A€éare 5}, modepious for wodepiKas, iii. 2 
ereev, b dvdpes Pidor for ed. dde, dv. Hid., 3 mdvras for mavy, roujoaipev for Tomnoopuer, 
yvoin dv Gru €evOépas [-povs marg.] eivat kal dvev ypvood eorw for yy. dv, Ep, ore 
€or edevdepious eivat kat dvev yp., 5 ayes (Hee marg.) for et, avriy BaBvdava for 
Baf., 9 6 re dy [Aéyn €t5]nre (supporting the corrector of G against the various 
readings of other MSS. and conjectures of modern editors), 12 orparetpara épxovrat 
for orpdrevpa drépxovrat, 19 Hyads rovovrous for judas, roadra for radra, 22 xopio 
for ¢povpie. There are also several variations in the order of words. For the 
scholia, and the various readings to which they testify, see Wessely, /.c. 
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seventeen columns (somewhat mutilated throughout) of the first book 
of the Hellenica. It is correctly written, as a rule, and generally 
supports the vulgate text’. It has about twenty peculiar variants, 
a few of which may possibly be right, but they are of slight 
importance. In several instances it confirms the received text as 
against modern conjectures, notably in regard to the chronological 
sections at the end of the second and beginning of the third chapters, 
which many critics have suspected. If they are insertions, they are 
of comparatively early date. 

Finally, a small fragment of the Memorabilia’, of the third century, 
originally published by Messrs, Grenfell and Hunt, and now in the 
British Museum, has a few readings which are worth noting, but 
does not differ much from the vulgate, In one instance it confirms 
an early restoration of a corrupt passage, which modern editors had 
ignored, thus showing how difficult it is for even a correct conjecture 
to establish itself. 

The philosophers are represented at present only by Plato, of 
whose works however no less than eleven papyri are extant, of which 
five ® are so small as to be unimportant. The most important, both 
in age and in interest of text, are, no doubt, the fragments of the 
Phaedo and the Laches extracted by Prof. Petrie from the mummy- 
cases of Gurob, dating from the third century z.c. Of these the 
Phaedo is the most extensive, though it contains less than a tenth of 


1 Wessely, ib. VI. 17; contains Hell, I. ii. 2-v. 8, with mutilations. Notable 
readings : ii. 7 dmémAevoey (so vulg.) for édevce, 11 Exdevoay for éxdeov, evbY AéaBov 
for émi A., 13 3¢ for dvra, xaré\vcev (confirming MSS. against dréAvcev of edd.), 
§§ 19 and iii. 1 confirmed (bracketed by edd.), 5 €£aOev for ¢£w, ¢Bonde for mpocef., 
9 dvrep for dcovmep, pnd for py, 10 rois re for rots, 11 fev for 7AOev, 19 emaydpevos 
for im., mpodidotn for mpodoin, drodAvpévous (with one MS.) for -yas : iv. 2 confirms 
évoyua (bracketed by edd.), Xéyovres for cat €deyov, 6 karéoxe for Kareixe, péepynobe 
for pépynrat, 11 éxoe for éxer (with most MSS.), 12 émeid) for emei, 14 confirms 
dpre against Cobet, 15 confirms dovAciwy (bracketed by Dindorf), 19 xareidey for 
kariddv, per atrdv for pera trav: v. 3 emtAirn for éxX., 4 radra re for rair’, 7 
mpovdwxey om., 8 rata OM. 

2 Grenfell and Hunt, Greek Papyri, Il. 13, now Brit. Mus. Pap. 995 b. The 
identification of the passage was made (by Prof. T. Gomperz) after publication ; 
for an amended text of the fragment after the identification see the preface to 
Marchant’s Xenophontis Opera Omnia, tom. ii (Oxford, 1900). It contains part 
of I. iii. 15-iv. 3. Readings : iii. 15 it supports dpxotyrws which Cobet obelized, 
mo\v om., iv. 1 supports as against ofs conjectured by Jacobs and others, 
mporpéevecOat for mporpeyacda, perhaps wav for mavr’, 2 Oeo[is obre ed] yspevov 
(confirming restoration of early editors) for Oeois py paxdpevoy (A B) or Geois 
pnxavepevoy (vulg.), 3 supports d:6vpau8o against dibupduBwv which was adopted 
by Cobet from two MSS. : 

* Oxyrhynchus Papp. 24, 229, 455, 456, and Brit. Mus. Pap. 187 verso. 
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the whole dialogue’. Many of its readings are very noteworthy and 
offer a problem of some interest. Such variants as 7) waidwy évexa 
for kal vigwr (p. 68 A), or én’ adriy thy dvdpaT0débn cwppoctyny for 
mep rabrny tip €vOn cwppoortyny (p. 68 E), amount to paraphrase, 
and yet in neither case would one have supposed that a gloss was 
required to make the meaning clear, which might subsequently have 
made its way into the text’. In two cases the readings of the 
papyrus find support in Jamblichus, and once a reading which 
modern editors have adopted from Stobaeus against our MSS. finds 
confirmation in the papyrus. Many of the variants are only in the 
order of the words, often resulting in the introduction of hiatus 
where our later MSS. avoid it; it is obvious that this phenomenon is 
capable of explanation in either direction. On the whole it may be 
said that the new readings are not weighty in character, but their 
number and the extent of variation exhibited in them seem to point, 
just as the earliest papyri of Homer do, to the existence of a certain 
amount of licence in copyists of the early Ptolemaic period. 

A similar conclusion is indicated by the Laches fragments*; but 
here the exact amount of deviation from the vulgate text is left 


1 Mahafty, Petrie Papyri, I. 5-8, now Brit. Mus. Pap. 4885; coatains portions 
of pp. 67 E-69 A, 79 C-81 D, 82 A-84 B. Notable readings: 68 A i) raidwv évexa 
for kali viéwy, roddot for roddot 6), 68 B pédAovra drobaveia at om., 68 C Sv xaiom., 
68 D én om., xaxay elva: for xaxadv (with Stobaeus and edd., against MSS.), va 
pada for xai pada, Groyoy for adrorov, 68 E cadppovotaw for cappoves eit, Suorov 
for dpo.oy evar, én’ adrny thy dvdparodady for wept ravryy tiv €v7On, im’ éxeivoy for 
in’ Grov, 69 A cupBaiver 8 ody for dAX’ duos cupBaiver, 80 D roy yervaioy for 
yervaior, kat Ppdvipoy om. (or inserted after Gedy), 80 E rdde ovdey for rovro dé ovdev, 
81 A pera Gedy for pera trav Gedy, 81 B yonrevopevn for yeyonrevpérn, in’ airod om., 
copia for procopia, 81 C épyn om., & dire om., 81 D a mutilated variant after 
bayrdc pura, avras for ravras, 82 B ddixéo Oar for adixveic bat, [pepo |repov apparently 
for jpepov, 82D ravry 8) for ravry, was Aéyes Ey for mds, 82 E rod dedéoOa for 
76 dedé0 6a: (confirming conjecture of Heindorf), 83 B dv om., & d¢ adr) mpocé yet for 
5 Se airy dpa, kat PoBav om. (with Iamblichus), 4 PoBnO7 fj Avmnb7 (with Iambl.), 
83 C pddiora b€ elvat rovro for rovro évapyéorarév Te elvat kai dAnOéoraroy, 83 E évexd 
acy om. 

? dvdparoddn is no doubt used with reference to the recurrence of the word in 
p- 69B, and may have seemed suitable on account of the use of xparovpevos 
in the next clause ; but its insertion in place of ei/4y is still very gratuitous. 

8 Mahaffy, op. cit. Il. 50, now Bodl. MS. gr. class. d. 22, 23 (P); an 
additional fragment published by Smyly in Hermathena, xxv. 407. Contains pp. 
189 D-191 E, with lacunas. Notable readings: 189D xat before iyiv om. (with 
Bekker), wevoréoy peévroe Avoidya toir@ for meiotéov, & Nikia re xai Adxns, 
Avoipdxe, eye for yet, 190 E xadds for ed, 191 B 16 éxeivoy and rd ye tev “EAAnvev 
om., 191 C 6 dpri for atrioy, 191 E dvdpeia pev mavres ovrot dvdpeioe éret of pev 
(apparently) for avdpeton pev mavres odroi eiow GAN’ of per, uvOdvopa for érvvbavd- 
pyv, 192 A perhaps oxeday [7 vonpalr[ds re] G[pa cai] povis for ox.) ordpards re Kat 
aryns 7 duavoias. In some other mutilated passages also the papyrus appears to 
have differed from the texts known to us. 
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uncertain by the mutilation of several passages in which the papyrus 
appears to have a new reading. 'The variants are less numerous than 
in the Phaedo, and are not fundamentally important; but where 
they occur internal considerations are somewhat favourable to their 
authenticity. They do not amount, however, to a serious disturbance 
of the vulgate. 

Another Laches fragment (Oxyrhynchus Pap. 228), of the second 
century ?, contains a relatively large number of small variants, chiefly 
in the order of words. ‘There are few obvious blunders, and the text 
appears to be of good quality, and the variants, though small, to 
deserve consideration. A fragment of the Laws (ix. 862 D-863 C), 
also from Oxyrhynchus (Pap. 23), of the third century, similarly 
shows some changes of order, but otherwise has no noteworthy 
variants, and in a few places supports the majority of our later MSS. 
against editorial changes *, 

The only Plato papyri which remain to be mentioned are two of 
the Gorgias. One of these, at Vienna %, of the third century, contains 
only small variants, chiefly in respect of particles; it has one case 
of agreement with Iamblichus against our MSS. The other, an 
Oxyrhynchus papyrus of the second century*, supports Iamblichus 
and Stobaeus twice, but generally is against them. It establishes the 
antiquity of an obvious blunder which is found in all our MSS. (the 
omission of 46A.o1 before of &OAtor in 508 B, which is required by the 
sense), and it has several mistakes of its own, with few variants which 
deserve consideration. It is occasionally found supporting the 
Vienna MS. (F) against the Clarkianus. 

The last class of authors to be mentioned is that of the orators. 
Of Isocrates we have two papyri which are small in extent and of 


1 Contains pp. 197 A-198A. The more’notable variants are 197 A r6 ras detr[ 
for 7d ra Seva, 197 C odkou o€ ye for ovkouv éywye, duayov for Aduaxov (with two 
minor MSS.), 197 D py and 63 om., ra woAAad for moda, kal mpémwer for Kal yap 
mpéret, mpoeotavat for mpoiordva (with some MSS.), 197 E pévrot mov for pevror, 


_ tava $n for ravra de. 


* Thus it apparently retains pev after oro (last word of p. 862), and may after 
mparretv in 863 B, and reads éy rather than dv before 6 dupos (id.). 

5 Wessely, Mitth. aus d. Sammlung d. Pap. Erzherzog Rainer, I1.'76; contains 
parts of pp. 504 B-505 A. Variants: 504 éyot yap for tyorye, 504 .D rais b€ ye 
ris Wuxis for rats d€ ris y., 504 E confirms @Aarroy against conjectures BAdmrov 
or PAdWe, 505 A dvorredeiv for -€7, ovxovy kat for otkouy or ovxody (odKodv Kal 
Iambl., ovxovy kai some MSS.). 

* Oxyrhynchus Pap. 454; contains 507 C-508 D. Notable readings: 507 E 
mpoodidns ein for wp, dv ein (with F, Iamblichus and Stobaeus), 6rw yap for or de 
(with Iambl. and Stob.), 508 B does not insert dOAtot before of dOdvo« (with all 
MSS. but against sense), éxeiva om. apparently, 508 C otd€ c@oat for 083" exodoat 
(with F), 508 D éxBadeiv for éxBddXew (in better harmony with dzoxreivat). 
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little textual importance (Oxy. Pap. 27 and Amherst 25), two which 
deserve some slight notice, and two which are of great extent and 
considerable interest. The earlier of these, Brit. Mus. Pap. 132, 
may be referred to the first century, and is one of the longest classical 
texts (other than Homeric) extant upon papyrus, containing the 
greater part of the De Pace. It has lately been exhaustively studied 
by Drerup, whose results have not yet been published; but the 
incomplete collation of it which already exists! is probably sufficient 
for our present purpose, as showing the general trend of its evidence. 
In the criticism of Isocrates, as is well known, one MS., the Urbinas 
(T), stands out above all the rest, and has naturally been followed by 
modern editors wherever it is not manifestly in error. The papyrus, 
however, shows that such exclusive trust in a single MS., or in one 
family of MSS., is unsound criticism. In 123 instances it supports 
the Urbinas, in 54 the inferior MSS., while corrections are occasionally 
made in both directions. Now without going into the merits of 
each individual case, this distribution of evidence is sufficient to show 
that the division into families which we find in the mediaeval vellum 
MSS. had not been made at the date when our papyrus was written. 
Consequently, although the balance of probability remains on the 
side of the Urbinas, it would be very unsafe to conclude that it is 
invariably to be preferred to its rivals. The truth will be sometimes 
on one side and sometimes on the other, and criticism must do its 
best to judge between them. The new readings of the papyrus are 
numerous, but not of great value. 

The other MS., a papyrus at Marseilles of the third or fourth 
century, containing the first thirty chapters of the Jn Nicoclem?, goes 
still further in its support of the so-called inferior MSS. In nineteen 
cases it definitely supports them against the Urbinas, and in no 
instance does it support the Urbinas against them. It has about 
thirty new readings, of which two agree with the quotations of 
Stobaeus and two with the conjectures of modern scholars. Several 
of the others seem worthy of consideration. ; 

1 Classical Texts from Papyri in the British Museum, p. 63. The collation is too 
long to repeat here. A complete transcript will be published shortly. 

2 Schoene, in Mélanges Grauwx, p. 481 ff. Notable readings : 2 diorxys for diorxois 
(soconjectured by Blass), om. either dvayxd¢eo ator Bovheveo Oat, TéXdBoper for éhaBev, 
8 ras povapxias for rais povapxiats (soCobet), 9 ra kal” jyuepav ovprirvovra for ra cup- 
mirvoyta KaTa THY fnépay, 10 roureyv for Ty\ixovreon, pnd’ duedety om. ,11 adds BoxtpaCer 
after riv éavrav, a’rév om., 12 adds airas after agias, puxiy for piory, 20 rais de 
ddndeordrais for rais d¢ adnBeias, 21 ddXov for hiav, ray idiov for rdv okkwv, Epyov 
éoriv for éori, 22 Kal... vdptpov om., 25 e&epydterOar . . . emixetp@ow om. 
apparently, 28 mows 7 déyns for \. 7 7. (with Stobaeus), 29 sat om. (with 
Stobaeus, etc.), Somep for alowep, 30 i} after elvar om. 
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The two smaller fragments of Isocrates which deserve notice are 
both in the Rainer collection at Vienna. The earlier of these !, which 
is assigned to the first or second century, contains two imperfect 
columns from the Philippus. In five cases of divergence it agrees 
four times with the inferior MSS. and only once with the Urbinas. 
The second MS.?, like the Marseilles papyrus, belongs to the In 
NVicoclem, containing part of one broad column in a hand assigned to 
the fourth century. The variants are slight, and about equally 
divided between the Urbinas and the inferior MSS. In three cases 
its variants agree with those of the Marseilles papyrus. 

Aeschines was wholly unrepresented among our papyri until the 
publication, a few months ago, of the third Oxyrhynchus volume, 
which contains two fragments of this orator. The first (Pap. 457) is 
a column from the Jn Ctesiphontem (§ 167), from a roll of the second 
century, which exhibits five or six interesting variants from the 
common text*; two of them have some support from other MSS., 
and one (zpocxadijoet, if this is the true reading of the mutilated 
word in the papyrus) is the reading adopted by several editors in 
place of the unsatisfactory texts of the MSS. The other papyrus 
(Pap. 458) contains a few lines of the De Falsa Legatione, in a hand 
of the third century, with some mistakes, but no important variants. 

We come now in conclusion to Aeschines’ great rival, of whose 
writings more papyri are in existence than of any other author, with 
the single exception of Homer. They amount to twenty in all, 
besides a very early vellum fragment which must be reckoned with 
them. Unfortunately, nearly all of them are but small fragments, 
and two of the longest belong to some of the least important works, 
the Epistles and the [pootuia Anunyopixd. The De Corona appears 


1 Wessely, Mitth. aus d. Sammlung d. Pap. Erzherzog Rainer, II. 745; contains 
parts of $§ 114-117. Variants: 114 Bovdcvpaow for Bovdnpaow (with vulg., 
against I), 115 paov for padioy (with vulg., against T°), xrjoac@at for xr. oe (with 
I, against vulg.), 116 emi ras evepyeoias ray for émt re ras ev. ras rev (with vulg., 
against I), 117 iptv airious for air. npiv (with vulg., against Lr). 

? Rainer Pap. 8029, Wessely, ib. IV. 136 ; contains parts of §§ 2-4. Variants: 
2 modAd éorw for éoriv roAAa (with Pap. Mass. against MSS.), cad" éxdorny jyépay 
[SovAevecOat] for xa éx. Boud. THv yyepav (approximately with I), 3 émriderOa for 
értécbat (with Mass.), [kat rav] mounrav reves for tives Kal tov 7. (with Mass. and 
YT), 4 xatagraddow for xatastdoow (with vulg. and Stob., against I), atrois ov 
mAnotdf{ovew for ov mA. av. (with vulg., against T), cvvdvres airois apparently for 
ovvorres. 

8 gvorncacba for cvornoa (with k), od Gerradovs adiordvar ob yap ay Kdpny 
droornoeas for od ©. ddicravat or od Oerrddous dnogrnceas (with e k1, followed 
by Blass), mdapeorw for mpdceotw, mpocxabi{nre probably, with the editors, 
against mpooxaéitas and other readings, dyav mpooroinoe for tpooronon. 
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22. PROCEEDINGS OF THE BRITISH ACADEMY 


in five papyri, all from Oxyrhynchus (Papp. 25, 230, 231, 461, 462). 
Of these the most important is Pap. 230, a second-century copy of 
§§ 40-471. The text of this is good, and the variants from the 
received text slight ; it is chiefly noteworthy for its refusal to endorse 
the conjectures of modern editors. Pap. 461 has three or four 
variants, of very slight importance; and the three others offer 
nothing of interest. 

The De Falsa Legatione is more fortunate; for besides a small 
fragment of papyrus (Grenfell and Hunt, Greek Papyri, U1. 9) which 
has no feature of interest beyond the omission of three words, which 
must be due to the scribe overlooking a line in his archetype, it is 
represented by two leaves of vellum, written in a small hand which 
has nothing in common with the hands hitherto known to us in 
vellum MSS., but is akin rather to the hands found in certain papyri, 
and may be assigned to the second century. It contains twenty-two 
chapters of the speech, with some mutilations, and consequently offers 
a sufficient extent of text to be really valuable. On the whole it 
decidedly confirms the vulgate text. It has several differences in the 
order of words, but larger variants are few*; the majority chiefly 
affect the tenses employed. In no case does it support Blass in his 
rigid application of euphonic rules. As a rule it supports the MSS. 
against the quotations in ancient authors, where they differ *. Where 
the MSS. are divided it by no means always supports the Paris 
MS. (S), which is generally regarded as the best extant MS. of 
Demosthenes®, Where it stands alone against the later MSS. the 
differences are generally slight, but the probabilities are not always 


1 Notable readings: 40 xéxpyvrat of radaimwpoe OnBaior (apparently), 42 om. 
tows after paddor, éxeive after éavrods (om. Bekker and Blass, ré dcAimmo most 
MSS.), 43 eipnvny avroi for ei. dopevor kai adrot (against Bekk., Blass, but with S), 
éx mood xpovov (xp. om. Bekk., Blass), 44 rivds éx ray for tivds dé kal rav, 46 
kat Tadd’ & pooner mdvra for xai ravé’ & mpoojKev (with Hermogenes, against 
Blass). 

2 Brit. Mus. Add. MS. 34473 (1); published in Journal of Philology, xxii. 
247 ff., with a collation with the text of Blass. 

* The larger variants are § 20 the insertion of imép Soxcwy after eimeiv, 30 
am@dece 7d Kad’ abroy for dm@decev dy Kab’ éavrov, 31 iva yore for iv’ €id70". 

4 E.g. §17 adnOq for ranOq (with MSS., against Aristides), 23 otre mrevew 
nBovreabe GAa Any for odre muorevew €BovdreaOe mAnv (with MSS. , against Priscian), 
24 of & avridéyovres for 6 8 dvttAéyav (with MSS., against Libanius), 30 roAAdxs 
avOponros and rapa rois GAdos (omitted by Sopater and Schol. Plat. Alcib. II. 
147 D). 

5 E.g. §13 dv mpoepyxec with Q marg. (dviep elroy eipjxee SQ, dv dep elroy 
eipnxee vulg.), 21 air@ with most MSS. (éavrd S), 22 etvae dé re Kai dAdo (eivac 
peévro kat GAko SLO Y, eivae pevroe tt kat GAdo vulg.), 30 rv doxéwy with FQ etc, 
(ray om. S). 
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in favour of our MS., and sometimes are clearly against it. On the 
whole, therefore, a very conservative MS. 

The Philippics appear in two instances (Amherst Pap. 24, of Phil. 
ii. 1. 5, fourth century, on vellum, and Fayum Towns Pap. 8, of Phil. 
iii, 38-40, 42, second century); but neither has any important 
readings. A papyrus of the Jn Phormionem (Grenfell and Hunt, 
Greek Papyri, II. 10) has two new readings in as many chapters!. Of 
two papyri of the Contra Timocratem (Oxy. Papp. 232, 233) one 
contains nothing of importance, the other has one departure from 
the MSS, (§ 57 jumep éxeivwy for fumep trav én’ éxetvwy, where several 
MSS., including S$, omit rév), but otherwise supports the MSS. 
against the alterations introduced by Blass. Oxyrhynchus Pap. 459, 
a large leaf from a papyrus codex of the third century, containing 
ten chapters (110-119) of the Contra Aristocratem, exhibits a text 
generally correct, the variants being unimportant and in almost all 
cases already otherwise known”. It shows no special adhesion to any 
one MS. or group of MSS. Pap. 460, of the De Pace (§§ 21, 23, 
early third century) has one marked new reading, ovdé dy avrois 
xépoos mw for ovdéy Gy adrois éddxer elvar (where, however, if either is 
a gloss, it is the reading of the papyrus), and one confirmation of the 
Paris MS. (the omission of ¢ivat in § 23) against the rest of the MSS. 
These two variants are of some interest. 

A Berlin papyrus (P. 5879) of the first or second century, containing 
a mutilated text of about seven chapters of the In Leptinem (84-91), 
has three slightly noteworthy readings *, but otherwise gives a correct 
representation of the vulgate. A well-written fragment of the Contra 
Meidiam (§§ 41, 42) exhibits one trifling mistake, but no new readings. 
More extensive is an Oxyrhynchus papyrus (Pap. 26) of the Tpoofua 
Anpnyoptxa, containing seven columns in a hand of the first or second 
century. It confirms one conjecture (Wolf's xowGv for xowds in 


§ 26, accepted by Blass), and has three or four good readings besides‘. 


It does not support Blass’s strict theory of ellipses. 


1 §6 retains dpaypds after xAias (with SF Q, against Bekker), 7 moijoa (after 
Hpedre) for romoev (vulg.) or rorety (FQ, which also omit raot). 

2 §113 ri 84 more 1d atrioy for ri 59 mor’ airtov (with F), cat ra mapévra for ra r., 
114 rodepeiv €orw for rodepeiv, éxor for Exec (with most MSS.), i’ éavre for 
éavrou (with kr s v), 116 roiyvy inserted by corrector after rodro, between rete O7jre 
and «iddres there was apparently more than xdxeivo, 117 rovrovi for rovroy (with 
Ersv), 118 xai Gidov deleted by corrector, in agreement with S. 

3 § 87 map’ vpiv for ey dpivy (with Gtv), os dv om., 88 om. dy before dyretro 
(haplography). 

* § 26 viv BeBovdrcupéver for viv pév Bovdropevey, ols for ofa (with F), dxodoa evr . 
for ax. rovrwy, 29 ravré 87 rovro for tovro 61) rovro (rovro 87 ravrd Reiske), éri for 
oTtour, 
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Passing by two or three unimportant scraps, there remains only the 
British Museum papyrus of the greater part of the third Epistle. 
This is an exceptionally early MS., belonging to the first century 
B.C.; it is also the longest extant papyrus of Demosthenes. Its text 
is good, and is generally on the side of the Paris MS. (S). It has, 
however, several marked variants which are peculiar to itself, and 
which certainly require attention on the part of future editors, The 
most noticeable is in § 13, where we find éy mappynola CGvres for dvres 
’"AOnvator kal madelas peréxovres. Others are § 4 rods yey BonOjoovras 
T@ TAHOE for Tos pev BonOncavtas dy To djyw, ibid. cideTo & cvudépeww 
wero for eixero TovTwy & cupépery jyeiro, and several substitutions of 
synonyms, such as pijxos for rAjOos, xpoorjxer for cvpéeper, uaAdov for 
peiCov, wAnpns for weotds, x.r.A. In one case where the later MSS, 
are certainly corrupt it provides a sound reading (§ 30 ay ée£ev for 
avéxer0e). It would seem as if the text of the letters was not much 
cared for, and deteriorated in later copies more than is the case with 
the orations. It is also noteworthy that this papyrus confirms a 
much larger proportion of editorial conjectures than is generally the 
case. No less than ten such conjectures thus receive now docu- 
mentary support from a manuscript of very early date and apparently 
good character. 

This concludes our survey in detail of the materials provided by 
the papyri hitherto discovered; it remains to consider the general 
results to which they would seem to point. On a broad, general 
view the result is reassuring. ‘Taken in the mass the papyri confirm 
the authenticity of our generally received texts. The hypothesis 
that difficulties and obscurities in the classics are due to extensive 
corruption by ignorant scribes in the later Byzantine period may now 
be ruled out of court altogether. We have evidence, reaching back 
in most cases to the second century and not unfrequently some 
centuries earlier still, which is unanimous in assuring us that the 
classical texts of the age of the Antonines were substantially identical 
with those which we have hitherto known from manuscripts of the 
eleventh and later centuries. More than that, it can be affirmed 
that the best vellum MSS. of these later ages are often superior in 
correctness to the papyri. Nor is it unnatural that this should be 
the case, when once the hypothesis of Byzantine corruption has been 
exploded ; for the vellum MSS. no doubt represent the tradition of 
the libraries, where good archetypes and trained scribes and revisers 
would be available, while the papyri must often be the work of 


1 Brit. Mus. Pap. 133; collation in Classical Texts from Papyri in the British 
Museum, p. 56 ff. 
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provincial scribes with limited resources or even of private in- 
dividua's. 

In general, then, the result is reassuring; but there are some 
qualifications in detail which require consideration. In the com- 
paratively few instances in which papyri take us back to the earlier part 
of the Ptolemaic period, there are signs of greater instability in our 
texts than in later periods. The earliest Homeric papyri, the Petrie 
Phaedo, to some extent the Demosthenic Epistle papyrus, give in- 
dications to this effect. Texts with frequent, if not individually 
important, variations from the vulgate would seem to have been far 
from uncommon at this period. This is a fact which criticism has 
to take note of, though its practical bearings are less important than 
at first sight may seem to be the case. At first sight the natural 


SS eeeeeeeSeSeSES 


inference would seem to be that our present texts are due to the 
activity of the famous Alexandrian critics, who, it might be said, 
formed a standard text in accordance with their own critical views, 
and handed it down to subsequent generations. With regard, how- 
ever, to the most important case, that of the Homeric poems, we 
have ample evidence that this is not the case. It has been con- 
clusively shown by Ludwich, and confirmed by others—not from the 
papyri, but from quotations, scholia, and other sources—that the 
vulgate text existed before the days of Aristarchus and his colleagues, 
and that it persisted through and after that age, practically un- 
affected by their critical labours. ‘The same, there is every reason to 
conclude, was the case with other authors. The period of Alexandrian 
criticism may well have been one of some unsettlement in textual 
matters, and may have led to the bringing to light of divergent texts 
in different parts of the Greek world ; but the vulgate text, however 
formed and from whatever source derived, seems to have persisted 
through it, unaffected to any material extent by the theories of the 
critics. Probably a conservative tendency in the traditions of the 
libraries and the scribes counteracted the more revolutionary leanings 
of individual scholars. 

An examination of the internal evidence leads to the same result ; 
for the quality of the new readings contained in these early papyri is 
not in favour of their authenticity. In the case of Homer it may 
safely be maintained that none of the more marked novelties presented 

| by the papyri of the third century z.c. has any claim to acceptance ; 
| and though some of the readings of the Petrie Platos are of better 
| character, yet the total amount of modification in our received texts 
_ which any editor would be likely to make on the strength of them 
| is assuredly small. On the whole, therefore, the earliest papyri, in 
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spite of their difference in character from their successors, do not 
materially affect our conclusion as to the authenticity of our generally 
received texts. 

Nevertheless it would be a mistake to conclude that the papyri 
have no influence on the course of textual criticism. If on a brocd 
view they confirm the integrity of our existing texts, in other respects 
their evidence is less satisfactory. No one would deny that many errors 
have found their way into our tradition, that many passages have 
come down to us in a corrupt state. The papyri as yet discovered 
touch upon only an infinitesimally small proportion of these, and, 
where they do, they do not always remove the difficulty. Some 
errors are shown to be of earlier origin even than our papyri; and, 
where the papyri do help us, they so rarely (on the whole) confirm 
the conjectures which critics have proposed, as to make us doubt the 
power of modern scholarship to arrive at correct conclusions without 
their aid. It is in this direction, in its bearing upon the powers and 
limitations of critical theory, that the evidence of the papyri is 
perhaps most valuable and interesting. 

In the foregoing survey of the individual papyri, some instances 
were quoted of the confirmation of modern critical conjectures by 
recently discovered papyri; and in these it is possible that some of 
the earlier and more obvious corrections, made by scholars when 
modern criticism was younger, and since generally adopted in all 
printed editions, have been overlooked. But it cannot be denied that 
in general the papyri do not support the conjectures of modern 
scholars. When they do the variations have generally been quite 
small; in no case, it may safely be said, has any sweeping change 
been justified by the papyri. 

Of the two aids upon which textual criticism is wont to rely in 
dealing with a doubtful text, the acumen of the critic and the 
scientific handling of the documentary evidence, the former is thus 
shown to be of very limited value. The chances against successful 
divination are great; and, even if a critic should chance to be right, 
it is hardly possible to demonstrate his success. Consequently the 
presumption will always be against any emendation (except the 
simpler corrections of a newly discovered text), until documentary 
evidence can be produced in its support. But when documentary 
evidence is producible, then critical scholarship has its proper function, 
to decide between the alternatives offered, and often to prefer the 
evidence of a single witness to that of a considerable number. But 
even here the papyri have weakened its resources. The favourite 
method of modern scholarship, and one by which much has been 
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gained in textual criticism, has been to endeavour to trace the 
| relationships of the various manuscripts of an author, to divide them 
into families, to determine which manuscript or family represents the 
best tradition, and then to follow the evidence of this family or 
| manuscript in almost all cases of doubt. But the papyri have shown 
us decisively in some cases, and allow us to argue by analogy to 
others, that these family-divisions are of relatively late origin, and 
that the better MSS. have no sort of monopoly of ancient and correct 
readings. In future, though still, in default of better means of 
arriving at the truth, the critical editor will own a general allegiance 
to the best manuscript or group among his authorities (and it may 
be placed to the credit of modern criticism that its judgements as to 
which are the best MSS. are generally supported by the papyri), yet he 
will have to be prepared to find the truth not unfrequently among the 
witnesses who usually are inferior, and to exercise a freer judgement in 
deciding between them. In this respect critical insight will regain 
some of the liberty of which the demonstration of its limited capacities 
in the sphere of conjectural emendation has deprived it; though even 
so it will behove the critic to go softly, in view of the possibility that 
the explorer’s spade may any day bring his imaginations to a decisive 
and indisputable test. 


[Since this paper was set up in type the fourth volume of 
Oxyrhynchus Papyri and the Berlin papyrus containing the scholia 
of Didymus on Demosthenes have been published. The former in- 
cludes twenty-nine fragments of the Jiad and eleven of the Odyssey, 
with no very notable readings; Hesiod, Shield 466-80, with two 
new variants; Sophocles, Electra 993-1007 (995 more BAdpaca with 
one MS., 996 éaAi¢m with MSS. for the érA(¢e. of editors) ; Apollonius 
Rhodius, iii. 727-45 (739 om., with MSS., 745 vavrido., confirming 
Porson’s conjecture against the vatra: of the MSS.) and 908-13 (909 
_ pera for xara, confirming Stephanus’ conjecture), iv. 77-90; Theocritus, 
xiii. 19-34; Herodotus, v. 104-5; Thucydides, iv. 28-35 (parts of 
six more columns of the MS. described on p. 14, with several in- 
teresting readings, notably the confirmation of rod Oapoety r6 tA€ioTov 
in ch. 34. 1); Xenophon, Cyropaedia, I. vi. 3-11 (not agreeing with 
either of the two main families of MSS., but generally supporting 
that represented by D, Bodl., and Stobaeus), and the last sentences 
of book I, in which is included the clause (rotatra pév . . . Tlepoidos) 


which generally stands as the beginning of book II; Theophrastus, - 


Characters, 25, 26, in a form even more compressed than the common 
one; Demosthenes, De Cor., pp. 230, 231; Contra Timocr., pp. 720, 
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721; Contra Boeotum, pp. 1023, 1024; Aeschines, In Ctes. §§ 94, 
96 (Cévrwv before or instead of épévtwr, dwopiav éoeoOar for ec. az., 
Tatra pev 37 for tatra pév); Isocrates, Contra Sophistas, §§ 16-18. 
More important is the Didymus papyrus, which contains considerable 
extracts from Phil. iv and the speeches on the Epistle of Philip and 
mept cuvtTagéews, in the form of lemmata to the scholia. As usual, the 
readings of the papyrus are not revolutionary, and do not support 
any one family of MSS. exclusively or very predominantly, but on 
the whole it agrees most with the better MSS., and especially with S. 
Altogether there is nothing in the new evidence to modify the con- 
clusions of this paper. | 
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